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our entire team. The work he has done 
in the Senate has touched the lives of 
so many Missourians, and our State is 
all the better because of it. Missou-
rians and I have benefited from having 
Derek on our team, and I am glad he is 
being recognized for his hard work. He 
has so much to be proud of, as does his 
wife Kellie Ann and his son Carter. 

It is certainly my pleasure to join 
Missouri Western State University in 
honoring Derek Coats for his service to 
the State of Missouri and, frankly, for 
his service to the entire country. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
ENERGY POLICIES 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, in 
watching from the sidelines and since 
we are not directly involved and be-
cause the Democrats decided to go it 
alone, our Democratic colleagues ap-
pear to be playing a game of whack-a- 
mole to keep their reckless tax-and- 
spending spree from falling apart. 

After months and months of intra- 
party negotiating—again, talking 
among themselves, not to us—they hit 
the gas pedal last week when they 
knew that President Biden was going 
to the U.N. Climate Summit in Glas-
gow, Scotland, and they wanted to give 
him something that he could actually 
deliver on. 

So, last Friday, they finally settled 
on a framework, but the cracks quickly 
began to show. We don’t even have a 
pricetag on this proposal, but some 
have estimated its cost at $1.75 tril-
lion—an absolutely staggering amount 
of money. The truth is no one knows 
because the bill hasn’t even been final-
ized yet, much less scored by congres-
sional scorekeepers. 

Unsurprisingly, yesterday, one of our 
colleagues, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, expressed some of his skepticism 
about the proposal; and I imagine more 
are in the wings, wringing their hands 
in private. After all, this bill spends 
trillions of dollars on radical priorities 
that are out of step with where most 
Americans are: expanded healthcare 
subsidies; handouts for labor unions; 
government-funded childcare; and an 
all-out attack on American-made, af-
fordable energy. 

On Friday, the President touted the 
$555 billion that this agreement would 
put forward to support clean energy ef-
forts, but these, upon further inspec-
tion, are mainly subsidies—taxpayer 
subsidies—for corporations and the 
well-off. 

I am reminded of France’s yellow 
jacket protests a few years ago. In 2018, 
hundreds of thousands of demonstra-
tors took to the streets in Paris to pro-
test a hike in gas taxes. At the time, 
President Macron said the increase was 
critical to pushing the French people 
to buy cleaner vehicles, but for most 
hard-working families, pricey electric 
vehicles simply were not and are not 
an option. The yellow jackets felt dis-
enfranchised by the urban elite, saying 
leaders were talking about the end of 

the world while they were worried 
about the end of the month. 

It sounds pretty familiar. Here in the 
United States, families are being 
pounded by inflation. Prices are going 
up on everything from groceries to 
home appliances. Gas prices alone have 
gone up 60 percent from just 1 year ago, 
and families are doing their best to 
prepare for an expensive winter. En-
ergy bills are expected to soar by as 
much as 54 percent. 

Despite the serious financial strain 
that families are feeling, our Demo-
cratic colleagues are pushing policies 
that will drive up those costs even 
more. 

But here is the real kicker: Often 
under these proposed policies, the 
wealthiest of Americans will stand to 
benefit the most on the backs of hard- 
working American families. 

One of the most clear-cut examples is 
the aggressive push toward subsidizing 
electric vehicles, which are among the 
most expensive cars on the market. 
Now, with 280 million cars on the road, 
only 2 percent of which are electric ve-
hicles, this will not benefit most hard- 
working American families. It will ben-
efit those who can afford these expen-
sive vehicles, and the cherry on top is 
the up to $12,500 taxpayer subsidy that 
will help those wealthy Americans buy 
these expensive vehicles that are out of 
reach for most hard-working families. 

It doesn’t matter if the vehicle is 
completely or substantially made in 
China, for example, or if the buyer 
makes hundreds of thousands of dollars 
a year—they are still eligible for the 
tax credit. The most generous benefit 
is reserved for vehicles built in—you 
guessed it—union shops. We know the 
labor unions are among some of the 
biggest supporters of our friends on the 
other side of the aisle, and they are set 
to receive their reward. Buyers could 
receive up to a $12,500 tax credit for 
purchasing an electric vehicle from a 
union shop. 

I have nothing against union shops. I 
support people who choose to be part of 
a labor union, but this idea that tax-
payers should have to underwrite a 
benefit that goes exclusively to one 
part of the electric car business, to me, 
is offensive, and it is just unjustified. 

I haven’t seen any evidence either 
that union-made electric vehicles are 
somehow more green than their non-
union-made competitors’, but those 
companies are certain to gain financial 
benefits because of these generous tax-
payer-funded handouts. Wealthy Amer-
icans and Big Labor win; hard-working 
American families not so much. 

Then there is a long list of govern-
ment handouts to make homes more 
energy efficient. Similar to those elec-
tric vehicles, the high cost of retro-
fitting a home makes it infeasible for 
most families—certainly, the middle- 
class families. Outfitting a home with 
solar panels will cost you well over 
$10,000; and, of course, the bigger the 
house, the more the cost. 

The Biden administration is, once 
again, happy to let taxpayers subsidize 

these expenditures. The Democrats’ 
proposals include billions of dollars in 
rebates and grants to help cover the 
cost of retrofitting homes, even for the 
well-to-do, who will be the ones who 
will primarily be able to afford, even 
with these subsidies, this sort of ret-
rofit. 

At the end of the day, the family 
with the means to spend thousands of 
dollars on these products will spend 
less on their monthly electricity bill, 
which I assume is the point, but every-
body else will pay more in taxes with-
out having the benefit of a lower elec-
tricity bill. If our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle get their way, 
monthly electricity prices are likely to 
increase for everyone else. 

As I mentioned, gas prices are up sig-
nificantly from last year. If you filled 
up your pickup truck a year ago, today 
you will find out that you will spend 
about $33 more for each tank of gas 
that you pump. And energy prices for 
homes this winter are expected to go 
up as much as 54 percent. 

These are incredible numbers. This is 
what happens when you throw so much 
money at limited goods and services— 
prices go up; inflation goes up. It is a 
silent tax on people who must pay for 
these goods and services and have no-
where else to turn. 

With this as a backdrop, our Demo-
cratic colleagues have proposed to 
raise taxes on energy companies and 
drive those prices even higher. Now, 
only in a fantasy world can you impose 
greater costs through tax increases on 
a business and not have them trans-
ferred directly to the consumers who 
buy these goods and services. They are 
going to be passed along to the people 
who pay for these goods and services. 

This bill will include a new methane 
tax, which would require oil and gas 
producers to pay hefty fees if they emit 
more methane than the government al-
lows. 

Natural gas accounts for 40 percent 
of our electricity—double the amount 
as renewable sources. Hitting those 
companies with a methane fee and 
other proposed tax hikes isn’t going to 
change the fact that we need natural 
gas to keep the lights on. 

By the way, we need natural gas in 
order to produce the electricity that 
you use to charge your electric vehicle. 

As we hope to move to cleaner forms 
of energy—obviously, coal being the 
one that most of us believe emits the 
most emissions—moving to natural gas 
just makes sense, and as a matter of 
fact, the United States has reduced our 
emissions, not by banning access to 
any particular energy source but by 
producing more natural gas. 

If we need an example of what a nat-
ural gas shortage in America would 
look like, just take a look at Europe. 
The supply shortage has caused elec-
tricity prices in Europe to skyrocket, 
plus the fact that they have banned the 
use of coal and even nuclear power, 
which is emissions-free. But after the 
Fukushima nuclear meltdown and the 
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tsunami that followed, Europe basi-
cally decided to hang up on any addi-
tional nuclear production. So natural 
gas prices, which are going to sustain 
the greatest demand, will go up about 
600 percent. Since the start of the year, 
they have. The situation is so dire that 
utility companies have switched from 
natural gas and now begin to burn coal 
and fuel oil because they simply don’t 
have access to enough natural gas. 

This is the problem with the push to 
quickly move away from fossil fuels be-
fore we are ready to transition into 
other types of energy sources and when 
you punish the producers of that af-
fordable energy. 

Renewables, as laudable as they are— 
and in Texas, we are an ‘‘all of the 
above’’ State. We produce more elec-
tricity from wind turbines than any 
other State in the Nation. But renew-
ables don’t come close to generating 
enough energy to power our world. 

If the United States and our allies 
scale back production to pursue arbi-
trary emission benchmarks, that 
leaves the world turning to countries 
like Russia and organizations like 
OPEC, led by Saudi Arabia, to provide 
that energy. So it is no wonder that 
Russia is a no-show at the U.N. climate 
summit. They are actually the ones 
that will stand to benefit the most if 
other countries eliminate fossil fuels 
from their fuel mix because other 
countries around the world will have 
no choice but to buy more and more 
Russian energy. 

In his remarks yesterday, President 
Biden said we should view the current 
price volatility as a call to action rath-
er than a reason to back off our clean 
energy goals. Well, I disagree. Families 
are being pummeled by high prices 
across the board. We don’t need to in-
crease that burden by driving up costs 
or potentially adding an energy crisis 
to the mix. 

As I said, Texas has always been a 
proud supporter of the ‘‘all of the 
above’’ energy strategy. We are often 
recognized for the might of our oil and 
gas sector. But a lot of folks don’t 
know, as I said, that Texas is a leader 
in wind energy. Well, we produce about 
one-quarter of all the wind energy in 
the United States. If we were a coun-
try, we would be the fifth-largest wind 
energy producer in the world. We don’t 
plan on stopping there. We are also 
making serious strides in energy inno-
vation through cutting-edge carbon 
capture and storage projects. 

Texas is proof positive that we can 
strike a balance between conservation, 
productivity, and economic power, and 
you can embrace low-emission energy 
sources without hammering the middle 
class. But those are not the types of 
proposals we see from the tax-and- 
spending spree bill now pending before 
the House of Representatives. This bill 
would simply drive up costs for hard- 
working American families, hurt our 
energy independence, and benefit our 
adversaries. 

This may impress President Biden’s 
peers in Glasgow, but it is sure to fall 
flat with the American people. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant bill clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

WHISTLEBLOWERS 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, dur-

ing my time in the Senate, I have al-
ways tried to honor the work of whis-
tleblowers. Those who speak up about 
government wrongdoing ought to be re-
warded and not sidelined and punished. 
But that is exactly what happened in 
the Indian Health Service according to 
a recently released internal report. 
Now, this goes back a few years, but it 
still is a constant reminder of how 
whistleblowers aren’t listened to and 
bad things happen. 

According to this internal report, in 
August 2006, a Dr. Mark Butterbrodt 
wrote to his superiors about a fellow 
doctor. Over the course of years, he re-
peatedly made extremely serious whis-
tleblower complaints alleging that his 
colleague, a Dr. Stanley Weber, was 
sexually assaulting his young patients. 
He was not alone, because other staff 
tried to report Weber to those at the 
very top. His behavior was described as 
an ‘‘open secret.’’ It is even alleged 
that the standard orientation for new 
nurses included a warning to never 
leave Dr. Weber alone with young boys. 

The response from the Indian Health 
Service senior staff was silence, so the 
crimes continued. Over a decade after 
the first whistleblower report, Dr. 
Weber continued to sexually assault 
young boys who came to the Indian 
Health Service for help. 

Instead of removing the man who had 
been repeatedly, credibly accused of 
sexually abusing his patients, they 
punished the whistleblower. 

Too often in government, we see the 
people who report wrongdoing being 
punished. 

Numerous senior officials broke the 
law by failing to report allegations to 
law enforcement, so the crime could 
continue. Instead, what did they do? 
They promoted Dr. Weber to manage 
those who witnessed his crimes. 

By contrast, the report states that 
Dr. Butterbrodt was ‘‘banished’’—and 
the word ‘‘banished’’ is in quotation 
marks—to the ‘‘very remote and rural 
facility’’ in Belcourt, ND. So the doc-
tor who was the patriotic American, 
reporting crimes, eventually resigned, 
and that was shortly after he was ban-
ished to a very remote and rural facil-
ity. 

This shameful response by the Indian 
Health Service leadership had a direct 
impact on future whistleblowers. If you 
have an environment that discourages 
whistleblowing, what are you going to 
get? Less whistleblowing. 

This internal report states that 
‘‘nurses told Dr. Butterbrodt that now 
he could see why they never speak up.’’ 

It is unconscionable that these whis-
tleblowers were ignored and a 
pedophile was allowed to act with im-
punity. That is why I recently sent a 
letter to the Acting Director of Indian 
Health Service to ensure that future 
patients and whistleblowers do not face 
the same treatment. I want to make 
sure that processes have been put in 
place so that this doesn’t happen again. 

Dr. Butterbrodt and those like him 
were right to blow the whistle. We need 
to make it easier, not harder, to do the 
right thing. 

There is a pattern about whistle-
blowers. They tend to be treated like 
skunks at a picnic. They usually end 
up doing what is patriotic, only to hurt 
themselves professionally, maybe even 
becoming unemployed just because 
they do what most civil servants want 
to do—just have the government do 
what the law requires or how the 
money is spent according to law. 

So I take the advantage—every time 
a Cabinet person or sub-Cabinet person 
comes to my office for their usual 
interviews before confirmation, I ad-
vise them, whether they run an Agency 
that maybe has 3,000 or 4,000 people to 
an Agency that has—I suppose like the 
Veterans Administration, which I 
think has 400,000 people—you are head 
of that Department. You don’t know 
what is going on by everybody under-
neath you. You should listen to whis-
tleblowers. 

They all assure me that they will, 
but somehow the culture in our govern-
ment doesn’t seem to change. 

ALUMNI FREE SPEECH ALLIANCE 
Mr. President, on another point, I 

have spoken many times about the im-
portance of our First Amendment free-
doms. Our commitment to the open 
discussion of ideas is one reason why 
America has been successful. Unfortu-
nately, it has become increasingly dif-
ficult to have these conversations and 
open discussions in our universities. 

It seems like every week, we hear 
new stories about speakers being 
shouted down or new limits being 
placed on academic freedom. That is 
why alumni need to speak up. So my 
remarks today are about an organiza-
tion called the Alumni Free Speech Al-
liance. Anyone who sees a radically dif-
ferent school than they graduated from 
needs to be willing to say so. 

Today, I highlight the work of this 
organization, repeating their name 
again—the Alumni Free Speech Alli-
ance. This group was created by grad-
uates of several colleges who noticed 
that their alma maters were becoming 
more hostile to freedom of speech and 
academic freedom wasn’t being fol-
lowed. The Alumni Free Speech Alli-
ance partnered with organizations of 
alumni at each of their former colleges 
to pool their resources. By working 
with those who support open discourse, 
they hope to make it easier to create 
these alumni groups at more colleges 
and grow the ones that exist. 
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